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Abstract 
The paper aims to examine the role of network relationships in the internationalization of Italian winemakers. Based on a case 
study analysis, it shows that networks are a key factor for internationalization.  Firms mostly relied on their relationships with 
friends, tourists visiting the farm, and also local firms and agencies in the tourism industry. However, local networks among wine 
producers did not result as relevant for foreign market development. 
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1. Introduction 
Although internationalization processes have been studied since the 1970s, there is still a lack of research in 
different topics. For instance, Johanson and Vahlne (2009: 1426) stated that “a firm’s problems and opportunities in 
international business are becoming less a matter of country-specificity and more one of relationship-specificity and 
network-specificity”, and Ciravegna et al. (2014: 1081) concluded that although many studies have focused on 
networks, their use in internationalization is controversial. Kontinen and Ojala (2011: 440) stated that “it is unclear 
how firms with limited bridging networks, such as family small and medium enterprises (SMEs), recognize 
international opportunities through their network ties”. Moreover, Schueffel and colleagues (2014) concluded that 
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future research should focus more on industry-specific characteristics as they can impact on firms’ internationalization 
process.  
This study is focused on the Italian wine industry. According to Overton et al. (2012: 273-274), wine “is 
manufactured through a variety of modes of production, from small-scale, labour-intensive peasant production largely 
for subsistence, through medium-sized highly capitalized enterprises, to very large-scale ‘industrial modes’ owned 
and operated by global multi-beverage corporations”. This paper only focuses on small producers as it is interesting 
to find out how these producers enter foreign markets especially as for many wineries, the decision to start exporting 
is unplanned (Duarte Alonso et al., 2014). 
The main goal of this paper is to examine the role of local network relationships in the internationalization of Italian 
SMEs producing wine, taking into account of the evolution that local economic systems have experienced in the last 
decades. The paper starts from a review of the existing literature on local systems and that on the impact of network 
relationships on firms’ internationalization, with specific reference to the wine industry. After methodology, three case 
firms are described and results are discussed. The paper ends with conclusions, management indications and future 
research directions. 
2. Literature review 
2.1. Clusters and local systems towards the concept of ecosystems 
The concept of local specialization and the resulting geographic concentration of firms within a specific industry 
has been analyzed by several theories, which highlighted the value resulting from the presence in a specific 
geographical area of firms belonging to the same sector, with similar or complementary skills and expertise. This has 
been widely recognized and analyzed in literature, earliest and most noticeable by Alfred Marshall (1890, 1919), as 
well as the prevailing contribution by Porter (1998, 2000), and later on by Beccatini (1990); Brusco (1986); Maillat, 
(1991); Kirat and Lung (1999); Staber (1994); Steiner (1998); Feldman and Francis (2004), Phelps and Ozawa (2003). 
At the local level, specialization is based on, and is fostered by, the producers' ability of manufacturing products 
with distinctive or unique characteristics. Such characteristics refer to: i) the possession of goods or materials that are 
not obtainable elsewhere; ii) innovation; iii) the ability to create products with distinctive features on the basis of 
experience and know-how, and; iv) an unique image linked to a given geographical area or a registered brand. In the 
agri-food industry the main drivers of specialization come from the natural environment which allows the production 
of goods with peculiar characteristics, a local production tradition based on experience and know-how, and an image 
related to the area or the country of origin (Papadopoulos and Heslop, 2003; Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2004).  
Concepts such as industrial district (Becattini, 1990; 2004; Markusen, 1996; Boix and Trullen, 2010), cluster 
(Porter, 1998; Scott, 1998; Maskell, 2001; Andersson et al., 2004; Tallman et. al., 2004), innovative milieu (Camagni, 
1991), local or regional system (Asheim Coenen, 2005; Cooke at al. 2004; Chiaravesio et. al. , 2004; Crouch et al., 
2001), local network (Grandori and Soda, 1995; Perrow, 1992; Uzzi, 1997) and others have been adopted to describe 
and explain this phenomenon.  
For firms belonging to local systems, the market competitive advantage is not only in terms of supply chain 
management, efficiency of production processes, innovation and product quality, but also in terms of those that have 
been defined as "channel-related district economies" (Pepe and Musso, 2003). As a matter of fact, local systems play 
an important role in market relationships, first of all, because of the greater visibility, compared to the single firms, in 
front of channel intermediaries. For SMEs, being placed inside a cluster becomes a natural promotional tool towards 
trade operators, for which the presence of many firms in competition each other offers an easy way of comparison and 
the possibility of negotiating and selecting the best supplying conditions. 
More recently, the concept of business ecosystem (Iansiti and Levien, 2004; Pierce, 2009; Daidj, 2011; Peltoniemi, 
2004; 2006; Peltoniemi and Vuori, 2004; Koenig, 2012; Adner, 2006; Gueguen and Torres, 2004) has been introduced, 
which better highlights the adaptive and evolutionary nature of the local system to the changing external environment. 
Business ecosystems can be defined as “complex, networked systems in which a variety of firms coexist, and 
interdependent and symbiotic relationships are formed” (Basole, 2009). According to this perspective, the dynamic 
characters of the local system whose components interact, adapt and evolve have been highlighted (Eisenhardt and 
Galunic, 2000; van der Borgh et. al., 2012; Moore, 1996; 2006; Pierce, 2009). 
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Some main features of business ecosystems have been identified. The first is interconnectedness involving a large 
number of loosely interconnected participants who depend on each other. A second essential characteristic is 
competition and cooperation (Moore, 1993), which has already been analyzed by literature on both clusters and 
industrial districts. A third character of business ecosystem is the dynamic structure that evolves and develops in time 
(Peltoniemi, 2006). The dynamic perspective has been emphasized in terms of co-evolution of business ecosystems. 
Merry (1999) defines co-evolution as a change in the fitness of one system that determines changes in the fitness of 
another system, and vice versa. This interdependency is an evolutionary mutual change resulting from two-way 
interactions, where both actors involved have an effect on each other’s results. 
The business ecosystem perspective can provide a useful support in analyzing if and how local networks can adapt 
and evolve facing globalization, and if they will still provide firms a competitive advantage. Indeed, the fostering of 
globalization in the last two decades has significantly reduced the importance of local systems as a model in which 
concentration and specialization can generate exclusive advantages. As a consequence, a decline and a possible 
dissolution of such local systems has been also predicted (Whitford, 2001). 
2.2. Networks and firms internationalization 
Ojala (2009:52) stated that “according to the network model of internationalization (Johanson & Mattsson, 1988), 
a firm can have relationships with various actors, including customers, distributors, suppliers, competitors, non-profit 
organizations, public administration, etc.”  
In comparison with the traditional internationalization literature, which is mainly concentrated on international 
market and entry mode decisions, the network approach is more focused on the market entry process, like the 
examination of the impact of network relationships on entry market decision. According to this approach, it has been 
observed that “internationalization is carried out through resource commitments in international businesses, which are 
embedded in networks” (Eriksson et al., 2014: 1074).  
Thanks to network relationships, firms have the possibility to use some of their partners’ resources (Chetty and 
Wilson, 2003; Håkansson and Snehota, 1989; Johanson and Vahlne, 2009) and develop the competencies (Awuah et 
al., 2011; Grant, 1996) and capabilities for starting and expanding their international activities (Gadde and Håkansson, 
2001). Moreover, firm can have the opportunity to obtain  experiential knowledge  without having to go through the 
same experiences (Eriksson et al., 1998; Sharma and Blomstermo, 2003; Zhou et al., 2007), acquire information about 
their partners’ business conditions and relationships (Johanson and Vahlne, 2009) and, consequently, reduce market 
entry costs, time and risks (Coviello and Munro, 1995; Zhou et al., 2007) and identify new business opportunities 
(Awuah et al., 2011; Elli,s 2000; Harris and Wheeler, 2005. Thus, internationalization depends on a firm’s “set of 
network relationships rather than a firm-specific advantage” (Coviello and McAuley,1999: 227). 
With specific reference to the wine industry, some authors have also studied how wineries can benefit from network 
relationships. For instance, Dalmoro (2013) concluded that network formation permit wineries to share information, 
create useful contacts, get access to necessary resources, promote their activities abroad and also enhance their wines’ 
image both abroad and at home. These advantages  are important as several wineries suffer from “the lack of financial 
resources, limited quantities of stocks for market expansion, management’s lack of knowledge and experience, and 
the high cost of traveling and participating in trade shows” (Bianchi and Wickramasekera, 2013: 85). Finally, 
according to Carneiro Zen et al. (2013) and Maurel (2009) wine producers belonging to network/cluster have more 
possibilities to internationalize. 
Network relationships can be created in different ways: for instance, by the managers’ or owners’ personal 
connections or meetings at social or business events (like trade fairs), by the firms through contacting potential 
customers and by the government (Ellis, 2000; Harris and Wheeler, 2005; Zhou et al., 2007). Sometimes, firms can 
also use their existing relationships as ‘bridges’ to other networks (Johanson and Mattsson, 1988).  
Wine tourism can also permit the network formation and, consequently, internationalization. Kulendran and Wilson 
(2000) found out that international trade and travel are interrelated variables. On the other hand, some relationships 
can also create some difficulties during internationalization (Coviello and Munro, 1997; Ford, 1998): for instance, if 
the firm becomes strongly dependent on a limited number of partners and they are not performing well (Eriksson et 
al., 2014). Moreover, not all contacts will develop into beneficial relationships (Coviello, 2006; Harris and Wheeler, 
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2005). Thus, there is not always a positive link between networks and internationalization performance (Ciravegna et 
al., 2014).  
On the basis of the above discussion we can conclude that wine producers can take advantage from joining 
networks, as through them they can get access to knowledge and other resources, and create useful contacts necessary 
for internationalization. On the other hand, such relationships not always produce superior performance and are 
beneficial for the firm. 
3. Methodology 
For the purpose of this study, we decided to adopt a multiple case-study method, since the main goal of the research 
had an exploratory nature, as suggested by Eisenhardt (1989) and Yin (1994). Particularly, Eisenhardt (1989) found 
out that the multiple-case approach encourages the researcher to study patterns that are common to cases and theory, 
avoiding similarities and differences within a group of cases as well as intergroup similarities and differences, and 
allows using a replication logic.  
Several authors – for instance, Awuah et al. (2011), Chetty and Blankenburg Holm (2000), Coviello (2006), 
Coviello and Munro (1995), Halinen and Törnroos (2005), Harris and Wheeler (2005), Johanson and Vahlne (2009), 
Kontinen and Ojala (2011), and Masango and Marinova (2014) – have suggested using this method for studying the 
role of networks in internationalization. 
This paper is based on three cases. The selected firms belonged to different owners and oriented at different 
markets. Still, they all (a) were located in Pesaro-Urbino province, Italy; (b) produced Bianchello del Metauro wine; 
a single area-related product was selected to take into account that “place is a marker of wine quality and thus a key 
element in product differentiation” (Overton et al., 2012: 276); (c) owned a farm and organized events for attracting 
tourists; (d) had less than 50 employees. For comparison, we decided to insert a non-exporter. 
For the wineries selection we used the members database of the Istituto Marchigiano di Tutela Vini, and from 49 
producers we selected three firms. Semi-structured open-ended interviews were conducted for permitting the 
interviewees to give genuine answers (Yin, 1994). In order to enhance the validity and reliability of the results and 
allow data triangulation, in addition to interview information we used different other data sources, such as the single 
firm’s homepage, its annual reports and other sources. We will present the results after describing the case studies. 
4. Case study 
4.1. Firm  
Firm  was established in 2011 on the slopes of the hills encircling Fano, a town in the Pesaro-Urbino Province, 
Italy. The owner of the farm is a computer engineering that decided to purchase the vineyard for passion. According 
to the owner, Firm  can be considered a winery with specific features for several reasons: 
 Southern exposure vineyards: an ideal condition for grape growing and ripening; 
 Great care in grape harvesting processes: the bunches are handpicked and laid in small crates to avoid bruising and 
ensure that only the best grapes are selected; 
 Use of screw cap for wine bottles to favor conscious consumption and preserve the aromatic characteristics of 
wine; 
 Adoption of a particular pruning methodology (Guyot pruning system), which is suitable for the territory and 
varieties of grapes. 
The winery has 5 hectares of vineyards planted, produces 350 quintals of grapes and 30.000 wine bottles each year. 
It is well recognizes for the quality of products, as it owns 4 Denomination of Origin. The winery also produces oil 
and grape spirit (grappa). 
Firm  organized winery tours and wine tasting sporadically, about three times a year. However, the owner 
highlighted that “generally, we organized these events based on a previous request of other companies, associations, 
etc…” 
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A couple of times Firm  used a local agency for organizing winery tours and wine tasting with tourists; however 
the owner admitted “it is not easy the organization, especially because we are available only Saturday and Sunday, as 
we have another work”. Moreover, “these events produce customer retention and brand loyalty, but they not really 
produce enough increase in revenue and turnover”.   
However, the owner admitted that Firm  suffers the fact that there is no “traffic” in the winery, no people visiting 
and buying wine every day. This is mainly due to the fact that he decided to not sell cask wine. The owner firmly 
defends his choice, because “if you want to elevate the market positioning of a wine, you cannot sell the same wine 
both in a bottle and in a demijohn”. 
At the beginning the internationalization process the owner did not have a strategic plan, since he had to face: an 
overstock for the local market, as a result of having to fix a low selling price that the business could not apply; an 
inaccessible national market due to the strong competition among wine producers for supplying the retailing system, 
and to the weakness of the Bianchello wine compared to other more famous Italian wines. Therefore, the unique option 
for the business was the internationalization, although it’s a more expensive and challenging strategy. 
During 2011, the owner participated to the two main national and international trade fairs: Prowein, in Dusserdolf 
(Germany) and Vinitaly, in Verona (Italy) but the result was not good and he was not able to establish any business 
relationsship. 
One year later, in 2012, the owner tried again to make the same trade shows and, during Prowein show, he knew a 
Belgian importer and together began a business relationship. Moreover, in 2014 to the same international trade show, 
he had the possibility to start a collaboration with another Belgian importer, working in others areas than the first one. 
During the 2012 Prowein fair, the firm was exposing its wines close to another Italian firm, and this offered the 
opportunity to start a collaboration with a salesperson of that firm. Two years later, this collaboration allowed to start 
exporting wine to an Italian importer, who lived in Holland, for the Dutch market. 
At the beginning of 2014, thanks to the participation to trade fairs, the owner was able to sign three different 
agreements with Denmark (with a Danish importer), Germany (Italian importer) and UK (English importer). 
Nowadays, the export share is 35%. 
4.2. Firm  
Firm  was founded in the half of 1800. The farm was mainly based in poultry farming, with the addition of cereals, 
fodder, beets, wine and oil. With the current owner the fifth generation of the farm was born. He made the crucial 
change, moving from the sales to other companies to the sales to final customers. Moreover, from 2007 the owner 
decided to leave the poultry farming, in order to produce only wine, oil and pasta.  
Currently, its 511-acre agricultural firm consists of two sections divided by a local river. The two sections are: a 
vineyard area of 89 acres, a 50-acre surface with olive grove and a cereal area of 296 acres.  
According to what the owner states, the company would not exist and would not have a future without the 
contribution of  the people who work in it, share firm values and goals and are driven by the same passion and belief. 
This is the reason why its 28 team members work on a permanent basis year-round. Indeed, the firm does not hire 
temporary staff or seasonal workers for its operations because it believes it is fundamental that the employees are 
given the opportunity to carry out their work consistently. 
The main target market for the firm has always been the local market, since the highly competitive nature of the 
industry makes it difficult to expand in the national market, which currently absorbs only a small part of the production.  
Recently a farmstead at the heart of the farm has been converted into a residence for tourists. Here guests can enjoy 
their stay while cooking fresh products and food purchased from local farmers and fishermen.  
Firm  organizes guided tours and wine-tasting tours three days a week in the summer period. In other periods 
guided tours are only after reservation. All guides tours and wine sampling are free of charge. During guided tour 
guests can have walks in vineyards and olive groves, bee watching in a specific area, can attend falconry shows and 
can have a tour on an experimental vineyard featuring 27 varieties of vines that are native to the Marche region; 
During the years, the firm also organizes different events, in collaboration with other Bianchello del Metauro 
producers and singularly. For attracting tourists, it also has some collaboration with local agencies and bed and 
breakfast. Finally, in several cases tourists directly visit the firm after seeing the signboard on the road, visiting the 
web site or through the word of mouth.  
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In addition, it is interesting to stress that Firm  has been a member of the Regional Association of teaching farms 
since 1996. The owner himself is in charge of all the teaching activities. These are free of charge and are mainly 
targeted at school-age children in an attempt to promote the values of the rural world. Children are expected to become 
involved in all firm activities: from grape-harvesting and picking olives to honey extraction. The activities are also 
targeted at families, local residents as well as international visitors. 
In total, the firm has about 8,000 tourists each year, and a 20% of turnover is given by national (especially from 
North of Italy) and international (especially from Holland, Germany, and also Belgium, Luxemburg, Norway, Sweden, 
and Austria) tourism.   
Firm  started the internationalization process in 1997, when the owner met German and UK importers thanks to 
the participation to the Vinitaly, the most important Italian International trade fair. 
From 2002 to 2006 the owner visited different trade fairs and met importers, from Belgium, Holland and 
Switzerland. In these years the firm also managed to export in Austria thanks to an Austrian importer, who previously 
visited the farm. In 2006, another importer visited the farm, tasted the products and decided to export them in the 
USA. However, after two years the importer had financial problems and interrupted his import.  
In 2010, Firm  managed to export to China through an indirect relationship. An Italian company working in China 
introduced the owner to an importer, who started importing the firm's products. Through personal contacts, the owner 
also had the opportunity to know two Italians, working in China, who at present are promoting and importing products.  
Firm  also entered in Norway in 2013 thanks to a personal contact of the owner. In 2013 a Lebanese importer 
went on holiday in Italy and visited the farm, and he started importing in his country.  
Nowadays, the export share is 20%. 
4.3. Firm  
The firm history began in 1965, when an Italian couple came back from Canada and bought a farm in Fossombrone, 
a small inland town in the province of Pesaro-Urbino, and founded the company, with the agricultural activity mainly 
focused on cereals and wine. 
From 1993 a gradual generational change started, although the owner’s son stated that “I worked in the farm since 
I was five years old”. However, in 1997 there was the officially creation of “Firm ”, with the son and his wife as 
owners. 
From 1988 to 2004, the owner gradually planted new vineyards, and in 2004 he also opened a wine store in the 
main city, Pesaro. Moreover, In the same year he started with the wine bottling within the firm. 
In 2005, “Firm ” bought 22 hectares and this brought to reach a total area of 50 hectares; at the same time it was 
introduced an agriculture of organic cereals. After this, the firm started the commercialization of organic products. In 
2009 also the vineyard has been converted to organic farming.  
Firm  organizes weekly tours and wine tasting. It never organized events in collaboration with other producers of  
“Bianchello del Metauro”, but individually it organized some sporadic events.  
Actually the percentage of sales obtained through tourism is about 20%. Of this percentage, about 70% are foreign 
tourists visiting the farm, mainly coming from Holland, Germany, Belgium and USA.  
In general, tourists directly contact the farm following the signs on the road, by word of mouth, visiting the web 
site or also casually, since the firm is located on a traffic road. Moreover, Firm  collaborates with a local travel agent 
to organize visits to the farm for foreign tourists. In addition, according to the owner: “We created some partnerships 
with nearby agritourisms: we give them small bottles as publicity of our wine to attract their customers to our farm. 
We would like to put ourselves into the hands of agencies to improve our network of relationships but we do not have 
enough time to do everything”. 
As regard the internationalization process, Firm  does not export in any country. The owner sporadically attended 
some national trade fairs, but, as he said, “we do not have the structure for being international; we are a very small 
entity. We have had several meetings and contacts, but none has led a success. Moreover, every day we receive 
requests by internet or by post to send free samples to potential importers of foreign markets, but we have never sent 
anything”. 
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5. Discussion 
While Firm  internationalized late, Firm  can be considered a born global, that has been defined by Moen and 
Servais (2002: 50) as “firms that are heavily involved in exporting from the time they are established”. In 2014, they 
both exported to at least five foreign countries and their export shares varied between 20% and 35%. Firm  and  
relied mainly on trade fairs. Therefore we agree with Kontinen and Ojala (2012), that participating in international 
trade fairs/exhibitions may help firms during the internationalization process, although Firm  did not create useful 
contacts as it is difficult for newcomers to enter existing networks (Chetty and Blankenburg Holm 2000). Moreover, 
we agree with Duarte Alonso et al. (2014) that wineries usually start the internationalization process without a strategic 
plan.  
Since the above-mentioned contacts resulted important for the case firms’ internationalization, we agree that 
through creating network relationships, firms can reduce market entry costs, time and risks (Coviello and Munro, 
1995; Zhou et al., 2007), enhance the competencies (Awuah et al,. 2011; Grant, 1996) and capabilities for starting and 
expanding their international activities (Gadde and Håkansson, 2001), and identify business opportunities (Awuah et 
al., 2011; Ellis, 2000; Harris and Wheeler, 2005). Still, we can agree that internationalization seems to depend more 
on a firm’s network relationships than its firm-specific ability to exploit its competitive advantage (Coviello and 
McAuley, 1999), as all these firms were small and they did not have enough management capacity and resources for 
exporting successfully using their own organization (Malecki and Poehling, 1999).  
With specific reference to firm , the major influence for the opening of foreign markets seems to have come from 
the external networks, arising from relationships with tourists. As for the internal network, the cases analyzed have 
reported some joint actions with local businesses to carry out promotional activities to inbound tourists. Internal 
networks mainly involved tourist agencies, hotels or other tourist partners, and much weaker was the involvement of 
other wine producers. On the other side, almost nonexistent was the involvement of other local firms and institutions 
for market development actions carried out directly abroad. 
In addition, we can agree with Chetty and Blankenburg Holm (2000) that some firms stay domestic because of 
lacking network relationships, knowledge or other resources, as Firm  has still not started exporting. Indeed the owner 
of Firm  admitted that due to the firm’s smallness and lack of contacts, they did not have the possibility to start 
exporting.   
All case firms were tourist-oriented. All firms sold wine to tourists but Firm  and  also benefited from tourists in 
their internationalization. Thus, we can agree with Kulendran and Wilson (2000) that wine tourism can lead to network 
formation and through that, internationalization. 
Despite of link between tourism and internationalization, for Firm  tourists were not the main priority, as the 
owner complained that attracting tourists did not result in sufficient increase in revenue and turnover. Thus, we can 
partially recognize what Beames (2003) stated, that in some cases tourism is considered as a secondary activity, an 
interference or a cause of extra costs. 
The promotion and marketing initiatives in foreign markets have been adopted individually. By analyzing the 
behavior of firms over the years, we can observe that channel-related district economies (Pepe and Musso, 2003) have 
never been exploited, nor the recent changes in the market have fostered any change in this direction. Therefore, the 
adaptive and evolutionary character of firms located in the same local area (Iansiti and Levien, 2004) did not emerge. 
6. Conclusions, management indications and future research directions 
This paper explained how Italian wine producers benefited from network relationships in their internationalization. 
On the basis of three case studies, results showed that most of the firms did not have clear plans to internationalize. A 
lack of strategy emerged: participation to fairs and other initiatives have been conducted in unplanned manner and 
without a clear objective. 
Networks emerged as a key factor for internationalization. Firms mostly relied on their relationships with friends, 
and they also created contacts at trade fairs. Moreover, one of the most important sources for creating contacts with 
foreign markets was international incoming tourism. However, internal (to the local ecosystem) networks among wine 
producers did not result as relevant for foreign market development.   
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This study highlighted the ability of SMEs belonging to a local economic system to adapt to some relevant changes 
that occurred in recent years with regard to the wine market. For wine producers the main change has been the 
increased relevance of tourism flows towards destinations which can offer a combination of local values related to 
culture, manufacturing and agricultural tradition, and the beauty of landscape. Wine producers have adapted to this 
change by strengthening cooperation with those involved in tourist activities. 
However, the adaptation process resulted much weaker in the relationship with other wine producers. Co-operation 
initiatives did not emerge for product development, wine-making processes, innovation, and quality improvement, as 
well as for market development. Firms are still characterized by a marked individualism, refusing to take advantage 
of joint actions that could bring benefits without weakening the identity of the individual producer, as is the case of 
marketing projects for the development of foreign markets. 
The implications for the management of wine producers are numerous. 
Managers should pay attention to a more strategic approach, with an analysis of markets potential, a planned 
strategy and a minimum level of investments. In order to overcome the lack of resources for promotional activities 
and sales organization, export consortia or other form of alliance with other local producers should be pursued as a 
strategic choice (Musso et al, 2012).  
Future research could encompass more firms from this and other regions. In addition to case studies, some 
additional data could be collected through surveys as this would allow increasing generalizability of the results. 
Moreover, attention could be paid to firms that have de- and re-internationalized (exited and re-entered markets) once 
or several times as such firms are still under-researched. 
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